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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 54-69, 51 and 52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application 
was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

Claims 54 and 62 recite that the supplier capability statements are received by 
"enterprise sites" and are forwarded by the sites. As understood by the examiner, the 
original disclosure does not show the statements being sent to a plurality of enterprise 
sites, being forwarded by a plurality of enterprise sites, (see e.g., Spec. p. 12, lines 12- 
19). 

Claims 54 and 62 recite that a constrained forecast is generated which is 
"specific to each of the enterprise sites". However, as understood by the examiner, the 
original disclosure does not show this feature. As understood by the examiner, the 
specification contemplates a forecast perhaps specific to a group which may be 
distributed over several sites, but does not appear to contemplate breaking it down 
further to each site (see e.g., pgs. 11-13). 
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Claims 56 and 64 recite that the unconstrained forecast is made "for each 
enterprise site". However, as understood by the examiner, the original disclosure does 
not show this feature. It appears that the unconstrained forecast is made for the group 
as a whole (e.g., p. 12, lines 1-10). 

Claims 58 and 66 recite that the capability statements include the greatest 
amount of material each supplier can make "available to corresponding enterprise 
sites". (It is noted that "corresponding enterprise sites" is assumed to refer back to the 
"each of the enterprise sites" recited in claim 54.) However, as understood by the 
examiner, the original disclosure does not show this feature. They do not appear to be 
made to this degree of detail. 

The original disclosure does not disclose the above-mentioned claimed features 
so that one of ordinary skill in the art would understand that the inventor had possession 
of them at the time of application. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 51-69 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Lidow 



(2003/0194057). 
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As to claims 54 and 62, Lidow shows aggregating demand received by an 
enterprise server, from enterprise site (comprising customers associated with the 
enterprise), the demand comprising materials requirements from each site (see e.g., 
par. 0018, lines 1-5); generating an unconstrained forecast from the aggregating 
(comprising summing the demand forecasts from the customers as in par. 0018, lines 5- 
8); transmitting the unconstrained forecasts to the suppliers (e.g., par. 0018, 8-1 1 ; par. 
0019, 1-3); receiving supplier capability statements from the from the suppliers; 
generating a constrained forecast; and transmitting the constrained forecast to the 
suppliers. Lidow does not show that the received supplier capability statements are 
forwarded by the enterprise site. However, forwarding a supplier capability statement is 
notoriously old and well known in the art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill of the art to modify the method of Lidow by having the supplier capability 
statements forwarded by the enterprise site in order to keep the group "in the loop" 
regarding supplier status. 

Alternatively, as to claims 54 and 62 Lidow shows aggregating demand received 
by an enterprise server, from enterprise site (comprising customers associated with the 
enterprise), the demand comprising materials requirements from each site (see e.g., 
par. 0018, lines 1-5); generating an unconstrained forecast from the aggregating 
(comprising summing the demand forecasts from the customers as in par. 0018, lines 5- 
8); transmitting the unconstrained forecasts to the suppliers (e.g., par. 0018, 8-1 1 ; par. 
0019, 1-3); receiving supplier capability statements from the from the suppliers; 
generating a constrained forecast; and transmitting the constrained forecast to the 
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suppliers. Lidow does not show that the received supplier capability statements are 
forwarded by the enterprise site. However, it would have been an obvious matter of 
design choice to have the suppliers send it to the enterprise site and then have it 
forwarded, since the specification does not state that this particular method of 
transmission is for a particular purpose or solves any particular problem, and it appears 
that the method would function equally well either way. 

As to claim 51 , Lidow does not explicitly show providing a formal commitment to 
produce the supply. However, to do so is notoriously old and well known in the art. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify the method 
of Lidow by providing a formal commitment in order to provide evidence of a meeting of 
the minds and to clarify communications. 

As to claims 52, 55, 57, 63, and 65, it is noted that Lidow shows all elements. 

As to claims 59-61 , and 67-69, Lidow shows all elements except using a 
constraint based optimization tool running a squared set analysis; producing a squared 
set build plan; and inputting the build plan into an MRP tool. However, to do so is 
notoriously old and well known in the art. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to further modify the method of Lidow by using a constraint based 
optimization tool running a squared set analysis; producing a squared set build plan; 
and inputting the build plan into an MRP tool in order to produce a material needs 
forecast. 
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As to claim 53, Lidow shows all elements except using an MRP system to 
generate the forecasts. However, it is notoriously old and well known in the art to do so. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the arts to modify the method of 
Lidow by using an MRP system to generate the forecasts in order to provide for more 
efficient use of resources. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 3/16/2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that the 103 rejection of claims 54 and 62 are improper 
because Lidow is not drawn to a single enterprise dealing with suppliers. The examiner 
respectfully disagrees. As claimed, an enterprise and enterprise sites are claimed. It is 
not claimed that they are part of the same enterprise. 

Applicant further argues that the 103 rejection is improper because Lidow does 
not show sending an unconstrained forecast to the suppliers. The examiner respectfully 
disagrees and notes paragraphs 0018-0020. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Steven B. McAllister whose telephone number is (703) 
308-7052. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 8-6:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert P. Olszewski can be reached on (703) 308-5183. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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Primary Examiner 
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